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STATEMENT OF FACTS. 

Tliis is an appeal from an order overruling a liotion 

to strike and discliarging rule to require the apjpellee 

to make payment of maintenance in accordance with 

a decree of the lower Coui't. (R. 34.) I 

On April 4, 1929, the appellant brought suit against 

the appellee, lier husband, for adequate support and 

maintenance of herself and their child, then ten jyears 

of age, charging the ajTpellee with abandonment and 

! 
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with neglect and refusal to provide adequately for her¬ 
self and tlieir infant daughter. (R. 1-10, 17-18.) The 
appellee liled his answer to the bill denying appellant’s 
allegations of abandonment and neglect and of refusal 
to ade(iuately provide for herself and their daughter 
(R. 11-lG, 18). On March 3, 1931, the lower court 
passed its final decree, consented to by a})pellant and 
appellee, among other tilings directing the appi'llee to 
pay to the a})pellant the sum of $275 per month for the 
sui)i)ort ail'd maintenance of herself and their infant 
child, such payments to lie made on the first day of each 
and every month (R. lG-17). 

Thereafter, on October 31, 1932, the appellee filed 
suit in the Circuit Court of Arlington County, Virginia, 


against the a])i)ellant for an absolute divorce upon the 
grounds of wilful desertion and jibandonment, claiming 
to be an actual bona fide resident of Arlington Countv, 
Virginia, for moi'e than one year next preceding^ the 
commenceihent of the suit (R. 24-5). The appellant 
who with her daughter has continued to reside in the 
District since the jiassage of the decree in this case 
answered tlie bill neitlier admitting nor denying its 
averments las to the residence of the appellee but de¬ 
manding strict proof tliereof (R. 2G-9). The said Vir¬ 
ginia suit resulted in a decree assuming to grant the 
ap])ellee a divorce from the appellant and to sever the 
marriage theretofore solemnized between them, and 
ordering the apjiellee to ])ay to the defendant $75 per 
month for the maintenance of their child from Decem¬ 
ber 1, 1933 (R. 30-1). 

From the date of the original decree of the lower 
court of March 3, 1931, to the date of the decree of the 
Virginia Court of Xovombor 22, 1933, tlie appellee reg¬ 
ularly paid the $275 per month by depositing the same 
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to the credit of the appellant in the National Metro¬ 
politan Bank of AVashington, D. C., but thereafter, on 
December 2, 1933, he deposited only the sum of !$75 to 
her credit in the aforesaid bank instead of the j^um of 
$275 required by the decree of the lower court (R. 18). 

Thereupon, on December 20, 1933, the appellai|t filed 
her petition in the lower court reciting the original in¬ 
stitution of her suit for support and maintenanice for 
lierself and child, the appellee’s answer theretio, the 
consent decree for the i)ayment of $275 per mon|h, the 
making of sucli i)ayments by deposits in the National 
Metropolitan Bank up to December 1,1933, the deposit¬ 
ing of tlie sum of $75 only on December 2, 1933, that 
there was then due on account of the said decree the 
sum of $200, and praying a rule against the appellee to 
show cause wliy he sliould not pay to her the simi of 
$200 and to lier attorney filing the said petitioij such 
sum as the Court might fix, and also that he be re- 
(piired to make such payments, and for general jrelief 
(R. 17-19). Tlie ap])ellee filed his answer to th^ rule 
admitting the tiling of the bill for maintenance on lApril 
4, 1929, in the lower court, his consent to the decrjje for 
monthly maintenance of $275 and setting up various 
other matters and attaching numerous exhibits nolt ger¬ 
mane to the appellant’s petition then before the Court. 

(R. 20-2.) I 

Ap])ellant filed her motion to strike the aijiswer 
or parts thereof (R. 33-4), and the rule to show bause 
and the motion to strike were heard simultaneously. 
The motion was overruled, and the rule to show cause 
was discharged (R. 34). j 

The original bill, answer and decree in this ^ause 
were put in evidence in the Virginia divorce suit.j (R. 
34.) I 

This statement of facts presents for the consi^lera- 
tion of this Honorable Court the following: | 
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ASSIGNMENT OF ERRORS. 

The lower C’oiirt erred in the particulars and re¬ 
spects following*, namely: 

1. Xot granting* the prayers of the petition to re¬ 
quire the appellee to pay to the ai)pellant forthwith 
the sum of Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00) and her 
attorneyV fee in connection with the i)etition. 

2. Overruling the motion t() strike answer to rule or 
parts thereof. 

o. Xot striking out the answer to the rule in its en¬ 
tirely. 

4. Xot striking out the parts of the answer to rule 
s])ecifically designated in the motion. 

5. Discharging the rule to show cause. (D. ^o.) 

This assignment of errors may be reduced to the fol¬ 
lowing : 


POINTS AND AUTHORITIES. 

I. A consent decree for maintenance is not sus- 
])ended by a subsecpient decree of divorce. 

II. The modification or vacating of a decree for 
maintenance, even when not entered by consent, o])- 
erales prospectively only, from the date of the modifi¬ 
cation or vacating* action of the court which entered 
tlie original decree. 

III. A him]) sum decree for the maintenance of 
wife and child cannot be modified even, excejit by the 
Court which entered it. 

IV. The Virginia divorce decree lias no relation to 
the maintenance decree in the instant case. 
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J ((nisenf decree for mainfencnica is iioi smipended: 
hij a subsequent decree of divorce. | 

It will be remembered that the lower Cojirt, on 
^larch 3, 1931, passed its final decree, which is the 
basis of the appellant’s claim here, and to whi^li both 
the appellant and the api)ellee consented (R. il6-17). 
It, therefore, has the double sanctity of a court!decree 
and of a separation agreement. | 

In Thompson et al. v. The iMaxwell Land Graitt Rail¬ 
way Co. et ah, 95 U. S., 391, 398, the court held that 

i 

a consent decree, even though without basis jin the 
pleadings, cannot be impeached in the absenc'e of a 
showing of fraud in obtaining it. I 

In Nashville, etc., R. R. Co. v. United Statjs, 113 
U. S. 261, 266, the court said: ! 

i 

“But the insurmountable difficultv is, tliat the 
former decree appears upon its face to have been 
rendered by consent of the parties, and could not 
therefore be reversed, even on appeal. Cohrts of 
chancerv generallv hold that from a decJ’ee by 
consent no api)eal lies. (Citations) Altlhougii 
that rule has not prevailed in this court uncter the 
terms of the Act of Congress regulating its appel¬ 
late jurisdiction, yet a decree, which appears by 
the record to have been rendered by consent, is 
always affirmed, without considering the Inerits 
of the cause. A fortiori, neither party can deny 
its effect as a bar of a subsequent suit on any 
claim included in the decree.” I 

i 

i 

This Court has said: i 

i 

j 

“There is no question but that one conscjjnting 
to a final judgment or decree in a court hjaving 
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jurisdiction of the subject-matter will not be heard 
to complain of error therein on an a])peal or writ 
of error. (Citations)” 

Parish v. McGowan, 39 Ai)p. D. C., 184, 201. 

The same ruling has been made as against the United 
States, (U. S. v. Babbitt, 104 U. S., 7G7) and even as 
against an infant. (Thomi)son et al. v. Maxwell Land 
Grant R. Rj Co. et ah, 168 U. S., 451, 462-3.) 

If a party to a consent decree will not be heard to 
complain on api)eal or by writ of error, which is a 
direct attack, certainly he cannot do so ])v such an in- 
direct attack as is here presented. 

The principle underlying these decisions, of course, 
is that a consent decree is both a decree and a contract, 
and that a icourt has no more ])ower to modit'y a de¬ 
cretal contract than any other kind. So far as the 
consent or contract feature of the case is concerned, 
therefore, the maintenance decree with which we are 
here concerned is to be regarded as a sei)aration 
agreement with the added sanctity of the court action, 
for it contained the usual provisions of such an agree¬ 
ment, requiring the ap])ellee to pay to the appellant 
$275.00 per month for the support of herself and their 
infant child, to retain in full force and effect certain 
policies of insurance for the sole and exclusive benefit 
of the minor child, that the appellant and the appellee 
each refrain from molesting, interfering with or troub¬ 
ling each other in their business or social relations, di¬ 
rectly or indirectly, and that the custody of the infant 

ft- ft “ ft> 

child be awarded to the appellant with the right of the 
appellee to visit with and enjoy her company at rea¬ 
sonable times and under reasonable conditions (R. 16- 
17). 




In Wilson v. Atwood, 62 W. L. K. 182, deciided by 
this Court on February 12 of the present yeaii, a sep¬ 
aration ag-reernent, without judicial approval*jthereto 
as here, provided for the payment by the husband to 
the wife of $100 i)er month with a stipulation j that in 
the event the marriage should be dissolved by '^livorce 
or annulment and the wife should thereafter r(imarry, 
the husband would therebv be released from tile mak- 
ing of further i)ayments, and thereafter the wfife ob¬ 
tained a decree of divorce in Virginia, and at la later 
time the husband stopped making the monthiy pay¬ 
ments, whereupon the wife brought suit to recof'er the 

1 

same, in which the husband defended on the l 2 :round 
that his wife had committed adulterv with a pertain 
man whose name was disclosed and had co-Habited 
with him as his mistress. This Court held the defense 

j 

insufficient and gave judgment to the wife, pointing 
out that the contract contained no provisions r|?lating 
to termination of such payments upon any| such 
ground, and “that for the court to sustain the cionten- 
tion of the husband would amount to the inclusfon by 

us of an additional term in the agreement, such iis was 

■ i 

not in the contemplation of the parties at the tpne of 
its execution. To do so would be ecpiivalent to njiaking 
a new contract with the parties rather than enfprcing 
the contract as intended by thenCk j 

In making its decision in Wilson v. Atwood, this 
court cited and followed its prior decision in San|{mycr 
V. Santmyer, 48 App. D. C. 310, where the wifcj sued 
the husband at law on a separation agreement, and 
recovered judgment, the husband appealed ai^d as¬ 
signed error in the refusal of the court below to admit 
in evidence on his behalf the pleadings and final decree 
in a divorce suit brought by him against his wd'e in 
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Virginia upon the ground of desertion, as here. In the 
Virginia suit, he set up the contract sued upon as evi¬ 
dence of his efforts to effect a reconciliation with liis 
wife but souglit no relief from its obligations, and the 
wife answered, denying desertion, admitting the con¬ 
tract and charging her husband with acts of adultery, 
and praying the allowance of counsel fees and ali¬ 
mony pendente life. The court refused to sustain the 
charge of adulterv and granted the husband an abso- 
lute divorce on the single ground of desertion with- 
out reference to alimony or to the contract of separa¬ 
tion. This Court held that full faith and credit should 
be accorded the Virginia decree if material to the pres¬ 
ent suit, “but we agree with the court below that it is 
not. * * * But the effect of a decree of divorce upon 
a contract such as the one before us is not new to the 


courts. It is no longer an open (piestion that, in the 
absence of i express adjudication upon i)roper plead¬ 
ings adverse to the agreement, it remains in foi-cc 
unaffected by the decree,” (Citations) and ({uoted 
from a Marvland case as follows: “ ‘The deed does 
not provide for the ])ayment of the annuity so long 
as the respondent should remain as his wife, nor tha.i 
it is to be discharged upon a divorce of the parties. 
The fact is, at the time the covenant was made, the 
parties only contemplated living apart, and did not 
therefore make any ])rovision upon the contingency of 
a divorce’ ”. 


This Court, discussing the contention there made, 
and which will no doubt be made here, that since the 
separation agreement was before the Virginia court 
its decision necessarily involved a consideration of 
the terms of the contract, said on that subject: 


Q ! 

I 

i 

I 

‘‘No permanent alimony was asked, and none, 
of course, was awarded; nor does it appeiir that 
temporary alimony was allowed, but the niere al¬ 
lowance of either, in the absence of an (Express 
adjudication respectini>: the contract, woiild not 
atfect its subsequent validity.” i 

j 

This Court further declared that the separation 
a^Teement “could only be rescinded by mutual con¬ 
sent or by express adjudication in a proper proceed¬ 
ing. To hold otherwise, we would have to rejjkl into 
this contract a condition not warranted by itsi terms. 
This the court will not do”. | 

II. I 

The modification or vacatiucj of a decree foi\ main¬ 
tenance, even tvhen not entered hy consent^ operates 
prospectively only, from the date of the modification 
or vacatiny action of the court ivhich entered tl\e orig- 
invil decree. j 

Here, the ai)])ellee has u]) to the present tinii made 
no application, ])roperly speaking, for the modifica¬ 
tion or the vacating of the original maintenahce de¬ 
cree. It is true, that he did by the prayer of his an¬ 
swer to the petition herein for enforcement iof the 
decree, pray “that said decree be vacated as td main¬ 
tenance, if not held to be vacated by reason |of the 
decree of absolute divorce entered by the Circuit! Court 
of Arlington County, Virginia, and that the rule en¬ 
tered herein be discharged” (R. 22). His answer is 
not an application for relief filed by himself but is in¬ 
stead a mere reply to tlie appellant’s petition for the 
enforcement of the rights of their daughter add her¬ 
self. Furthermore, the maintenance decree wjas one 

i 

I 

I 

I 


I 

I 
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for the maintenance of wife and daiii;liler and the 
j)rayer of the answer is one to vacate the decree in its 
entirety. There is no prayer or semblance of prayer 
for a modification ot' the maintenance decree nor did 
the trial cdiirt by its decree here ai)])ealed from va¬ 
cate or modifv the maintenance decree. It did no 
more than overrule tlie motion to strike and discharge 
the rule to show cause. 

At all events, it is so elementarv and so firnilv es- 
tablished in our .lurisprudence that a decree for main¬ 
tenance cannot be modified or vacated exce]>t by the 
court which entered it and that the modifying or vacat¬ 
ing order o]i)erates ]n’ospectively only, that it will suf¬ 
fice to make mere reference to, without (piotation from, 
a few of the decisions of this honorable Court: 


Biscayne Trust Co. v. American Security and 
Trust Co., 57 Apj). D. C., 251: 

Caffrev v. Cafl’rev, 55 A])p. I). C., 285; 

Phillips V. Keplei-,'47 App. D. C., 384; 

Sistare v. Sistare, 218 U. S. 1. 

III. 

A lump sum decree for the mahiienance of wife and 
child- cannot he modified eveUf except hp the Courf 
which entered it. 


This point, of course, ignores entirely the fact that 

the decree was entered bv consent. 

% 

The decree provided that the appellee should pay to 
the ai)pellant the sum of $275.00 i)er montli for the 
support of herself and their infant child, on the first 
day of each and every month after the date of the de¬ 
cree (E. 16). 

The appellee complied with the decree uj) to Decern- 



1 
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her 1, .1933, when he made a ])aynient of but i $75 (R. 

18). ^ I 

It is true that the Virginia decree required! the ap- 
l^ellee to pay the appellant $75.00 per monthi for the 
maintenance of their child from December 1, l|)33, and 
ai)parently he is assuming to comply with thatj decree, 
* ^ 1 * \ but^ ^o doing he is ignoring the maintenance decree 
^ it, of course, cannot be modified in 

this manner by the decree of a foreign jurisdiction, 
• Jn tlm light of the fact that, though the de- 

^ committed the custody of tljie child 

to the appellant (R. 17), that child has always! been a 
resident of the District of Columbia, was in ho way 
made a party to the Virginia divorce suit, an^ there 
was no prayer in the bill in that suit for the fiking of 

an amount to be paid for her maintenance. ! 

- . .1 
The result, therefore, is that, faced with a luipp sum 

consent decree for the payment of $275.00 per 'month, 
the appellee goes into Virginia, and without i^rocess, 
or pleadings to support the same, procures a degree in 
form for the payment of $75.00 per month flor the 
. ^ mainte najice^* the child, completely ignoring the prior 

In the language of this cojurt, in 
Santmyer v. Santmyer, 48 App. D. C. 310, 3}.2, re¬ 
viewed, supra, ])p. 8-9, the decree of the Virginia! Court 
is not material and cannot be considered for an^ pur¬ 
poses with respect to tlie continued existence hf the 
lum}) sum maintenance decree of the lower co^rt in 
this cause. i 
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IV. 

The Virginia divorce decree has no relation to the 
maintenance decree in the instant case. 

Appellant moved the court below to strike the ap- 
])ellce’s answer to the rule to show cause and in the 
alternative at least to strike out certain specified parts 
thereof. (R. 33-4) Certainly, at least the portions 
indicated should be stricken because thev deal onlv 
with recitals of what the ai)pellee was paving to the 
])etitioner at the time the suit for maintenance was 
brought, what his reasons were for consenting to the 
maintenance decree, the length of time which elapsed 
between the filing of the suit and the entrv of that de- 
cree, the fact that evidence was not taken, the contents 
of his answer to the original bill in the maintenance 
suit, the alleged details of evidence taken in the Vir¬ 
ginia suit, the fees i)aid to counsel in the Virginia suit, 
and the ex})enses to which the appellee was put in that 
suit. Xo one of these matters, it is submitted, has any 
relation to or bearing upon the present application. 
Indeed, the whole of the answer should have been 
stricken, since it consists of no more, in' addition to 
what has just been stated, than a recital of the pro¬ 
ceedings in the maintenance suit here and in the Vir- 
ginia suit.' The recitals of the proceedings here is 
mere redundance since they are set out at large in the 
record and the recitals of the proceedings in the Vir¬ 
ginia suit, including the co})ies of the bill, answer and 
decree of reference and final decree which are made 
exhibits were declared by this court in the Santmyer 
case to be without materiality to the payment of main¬ 
tenance under a decree of the lower court which ante¬ 
dated the Virginia suit. Supra, p. 8. 
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Furthermore, while it is true that, according’ to the 
exliibit bill in the Virginia suit the appellee ejid there 
allege that he was an actual bona fide residenit of Ar¬ 
lington County, Virginia, for more than one ygar next 
])receding the commencement of the suit (R. te), it is 
also true that the appellant in her answer nei|ther ad¬ 
mitted nor denied that averment (R. 27), and Vhen one 
of the parties leaves the matrimonial domicile c^nd goes 
to a foreign jurisdiction and there assumes to jprocure 
a divorce from his or her spouse, the courts gj3nerally 
and of this jurisdiction particularly look askance at 
such proceedings. i 

In Davis v. Davis, 61 App. D. C., 48, the husband 
filed a suit against his wife in the lower court j)raying 
a divorce a iueiisa et tJtoro upon allegations of (pxtreme 
cruelty, she filed a cross bill denying the charg(jjs made 
against her and making similar charges against him 
and the additional charge of adultery, and j)r^iying a 
divorce a vinculo, alimonv and the custodv of the chil- 
dren. The lower court dismissed the cross bill, granted 
the husband a divorce a nieiosa ct tlioro, awarded the 
custodv of the minor son to him and of the; minor 

%/ I 

daughter to the wife, and ordered the husband! to pay 
tuition charges for the daughter and to the wife $300 
])er month for the maintenance of herself ahd the 
daughter. Four years later the husband filed a peti¬ 
tion in the same cause alleging that subsecpient] to the 
entrv of the decree therein he had become an; actual 

V I 

bona fide resident of Virginia and had therj) been 
awarded a divorce a cinculo from her, anji that 
court had awarded her custody of the minor dafughter 
for 11 months of the year and recpiired him to ijay the 
wife $150 per month for the education and riiainte- 
nance of the daughter during the 11 months of each 
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year. He prayed the court to set aside the order al¬ 
lowing $300 per month maintenance or to so modify 
the same as: not to require him to pay any sum to her 
for her maintenance, and to make it conform to the 
provisions of the Virginia decree. The lower court 
denied the prayer of the petition and its action was 
affirmed, declaring that the lower court was invested 
with authority to continue and enforce its orders al- 

ft' 

ready entered, notwithstanding the Virginia proceed¬ 
ings and that the removal of the husband to the State 
of Virginia, even if legally accomplished, cannot invest 
the courts of that State with authority to annul or 
supersede the jurisdiction of the courts of this District. 

Barber vi Barber, 21 How., 582, 588, was a suit in 
equity brought in the Federal Court of Wisconsin by 
a wife against her husband to recover alimonv awarded 
to her bv the state court in New York. The trial court 
entered a decree in favor of the wife and that decree 
was affirmed, though the husband defended on the 
ground that following the entrv of the alimonv decree 
in New York he had left that State, gone to Wisconsin 
and there obtained a decree of divorce a vinculo from 
his wife. The Supreme Court, in disposing of this 
defense, said; 

“It is not necessary for us to pass any opinion 
upon the legality of the decree (of divorce in Wis¬ 
consin), or upon its operation there or elsewhere 
to dissolve the vinculum of the marriage between 
the defendant and Mrs. Barber. It certainly has 
no effect to release the defendant there and every 
where else from his liability to the decree made 
against him in the state of New York, upon that 
decree being carried into judgment in a court of 
another state of this union, or in a court of the 
United States, where the defendant may be found, 


or where he may have acquired a new (^omicile 
different from that which he had in New York 
when the decree was made there against him.’’ 

i 

Followed in Sistare v. Sistare, 218 U. S. 1. ! 

See, also, Harding v. Harding, 198 U. S. Sl'^j, where 
after the wife had obtained a decree for separate main¬ 
tenance in Illinois upon the ground that she h^id her 
husband were living separately and apart without her 
fault, he had gone to California and upon the alleged 
ground of wilful desertion by the wife there olDtained 
a decree of divorce from her, the California! court, 
however, declaring that it was without power |in any 
way to limit or affect the decree for separate mainte¬ 
nance rendered by the Illinois court. On appeal, the 
Supreme Court reversed the decree of the California 
court on the ground that full faith and credit hjad not 
been given to the Illinois decree. The Illinois bill was 
filed on Februaiw 3, 1890, the decree in that State was 
rendered on July 26, 1897, the husband’s California 
suit charged that the wife’s desertion commenjced in 
February, 1890, and the Supreme Court declared: 

“We are of opinion that the final decree d$ July 
26, 1897, entered in the circuit court of} Cook 
County, Illinois, in legal effect established that the 
separation then existing, and which begai con¬ 
temporaneously with the filing of the bill i^ that 
cause in February, 1890, was lawful, and therefore 
conclusively operated to prevent the same separa¬ 
tion from constituting a wdlful desertion by the 
wife of the husband. From these conclusions it 
necessarily follows that the issue presented iti this 
action for divorce was identical with that decided 
in the suit in Illinois for separate mainterlance. 
This being the case it follows that the supreme 
court of California, in affirming the judgment of 
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divorcej failed to ^ivo to tlio decree of the Illinois 
court the due faith and credit to which it was en¬ 
titled, and tlierehy violated the Constitution of the 
United States/’ 


In the instant case, while the appellee in his answer 
does say that the appellant in her answer in Virginia 

did not deny that he was an actual bona fide resident 

* 

of Arlington County, Virginia (R. 21) her answer, as 
already ])oinled out, s])ecifically states that she neither 
admits nor denies that averment of the Virginia bill 
but demands strict i)roof thereof (R. 26-27). Of course, 
this statement of her answer operated as a denial. By 
the ap])ellanCs affidavit filed in the court below, it 


appears that ‘‘in the Virginia divorce suit mentioned 


in the defendant’s answer to the rule, the original bill, 


the answer thereto and the decree of this court thereon 


in this cause were all put in evidence.” (R. 34) 

In the ori^iinal bill in this cause the appellant charged 
that the ap|)ellee had abandoned her and their child, 
refusing to live with them as husband and father, and 
had neglected and refused to provide financially for 
them in an adequate manner, in accordance with his 
means aiid earning capacity (R. 2), since the summer 
of 1928 (Rj 3-10), and the appellee’s bill in the Vir¬ 
ginia case charged that the appellant’s desertion of 
him began in the summer of 1928 (R. 25). The decree 
for maintenance below was passed on March 3, 1931 
(R. 16). The time of the alleged desertion in this case 
was the same in Virginia and in the District of Colum¬ 
bia, exactly as was the situation in the Harding case. 
The decree 'for maintenance here necessarily operated 
as an adjudication that the appellant had not deserted 
the appellee, for if she had done so, of course, she could 
not have been entitled to anv allowance for mainte- 

9/ 
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nance for herself at least. As did the final dejcree of 
July 26, 1897, in Harding v. Harding, 198 U. fe., 317, 
331-2, so did the inaintenance decree of March 1931, 
here, ^Hn legal effect establish that the separation then 
existing * * * was lawful, and therefore conclu¬ 

sively operated to prevent the same separatioli from 
constituting a wilful desertion bv the wife of tl|ie hus¬ 
band.’’ ^ ^ I 

It is respectfully submitted that the decree ai:|pealed 
from should be reversed and the cause reinandqd with 
directions to enter an order requiring the appellee to 
make payment to the ai)})ellant and her attorliey as 
})rayed in her })etition for compliance with the rbainte- 
nance decree. i 


Respectfully, 


William C. Sullivan, 
Attorneij for appellhnf. 


I 
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